UNITED STATES

MINIMUM WAGE

Thefirst minimum wage legidation in the United States was implemented by the state of Massachusetts
in1912.! By 1923, 17 statesand other jurisdictions had adopted minimum wagelegidation.? For the most
part, early state minimum wage legidation was limited to women and children working in particularly
vulnerable occupations.

In 1937, the Supreme Court upheld the congtitutionaity of state minimumwagelaws, reversngits decison
made in 1923 which had essentidly halted the movement toward more extengve state minimum wage
legidation. In 1938, the U.S. Congress enacted the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) which set afloor
for wages for men and women. Asaresult, there was increased atention in the states for minimum wage
legidation, with earlier laws amended and others reenacted or crested. The mgjor innovationsintroduced
by the gates in the 1950's included hourly statutory minimum rates and the gpplication of the lawsto men.

The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 contained provisons and standards concerning minimum wage
rates, overtime pay, and record keeping requirements aswell asrestrictionson child labor. The 1938 Act
applied to employees engaged in interstate commerce or in the production of goods for interstate
commerce. The 1961 Amendments extended coverage primarily to employeesin large retail and service
enterprises as well as to local trangit, construction, and gasoline service station employees. The 1966
Amendmentsextended coverageto state and local government employeesof hospitals, nursing homes, and
schools, and to employees of laundries, dry cleaners, large hotels and motels, restaurants, and farms.
Subsequent amendments extended coverageto federd, state, and local government employeesand certain
workers in retail and service trades previoudy exempted, and to certain domestic workers in private
household employment.

lus Department of Labor, Growth of Labor Law inthe United States (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1967), p. 69.

2 In chronol ogical order, major enactments of minimum wage legislation by states and other jurisdictions were: 1912:
Massachusetts; 1913: California, Colorado, Minnesota, Nebraska (repealed in 1919), Oregon, Utah, Washington, and
Wisconsin; 1915: Arkansas and Kansas; 1917: Arizona; 1918: District of Columbia (held unconstitutional by the U.S.
Supreme Court in 1923); 1919: North Dakota, Puerto Rico, and Texas(repealedin 1921); and 1923: South Dakota. SeeU.S.
Department of Labor, Growth of Labor Law in the United States (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967),
pp. 93-94.

3 TheAct requires overtime pay at time and one-half the regular rate of pay after 40 hoursin aworkweek.
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According to arecent report by the U.S. Department of Labor,* in 1996, the provisions of the Fair Labor
Standards Act that require workersto receive no less than the minimum wage gpplied to 79.4 million wage
and salary workers (64.9 percent of the tota in the United States). The remaining 42.9 million workers
ether were not subject to these provisons(mostly retail trade and serviceworkersnot engaged ininterstate
commerce and/or in businesses with less than US$500,000 in annua gross receipts) or were exempt from
the minimum wage (and overtime) provisons (dmost three-fourths of those exempt were executive,
adminigrative, and professona employees excluded under Section 13(a) of the Act). Industrieswith over
80 percent minimum wage coverage included congruction, mining, and manufacturing; those below 50
percent coverage included agriculture and services.

Minimum wage law in the United States can be characterized as being a combination of state and federa
law. Eleven dates and jurisdictions have minimum wagesthet are set higher than the federal minimumwage
(Alaska, Cdifornia, Connecticut, Delaware, the Didrict of Columbia, Hawali, Massachusetts, Oregon,
Rhode Idand, Vermont, and Washington), 27 have rates equa to the federa rate, 9 have set rates below
the federd rate, and 7 have no state minimum wage (see table of state hourly minimum wage rates & the
end of thissection). Wherethe state minimum wagerateis higher than the federd rate, the higher sandard
applies. Workersnot covered by the FLSA are subject to state minimum wage lawsif applicable. Voters
in Washington State approved a balot measurein 1998 that will adjust minimum wage rates for inflation,
garting in January 2001, this provison marksthe first indance in the United States where state minimum
wage rates will be automaticaly adjusted for inflation.®

The federd minimum wagerate wasraised its current level of US$5.15 on September 1, 1997. Under the
current federd law, there are provisonsfor asubminimum wage of US$4.25 an hour for employees under
20 yearsof ageduring thefirst 90 consecutive calendar days of employment with an employer. Thefedera
minmum wage is st legidatively by the U.S. Congress and revisaed irregularly, frequently resulting in the
erosion of its red purchasing power. The table below presents the current dollar and real vaue of the
federd minimum wage since 1980.

4SeeU.S. Department of Labor, MinimumWage and Overtime HoursUnder the Fair Labor Standards Act, 1998 Report
to Congress required by Section 4(d)(1) of the Fair Labor Standards Act (Washington: U.S. Department of Labor,
Employment Standards Administration, Wage and Hour Division, June 1998), pp. 21-28; 129-137.

® Richard Nelson, “ State L abor Legisation Enacted in 1998, Monthly Labor Review, Vol. 122, No. 1 (January 1999), p.
3.
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Nominal and Real Federal Hourly Minimum Wage Rates, 1980-99

Year Current Value of CPI-U Real Minimum
Minum Wage 1990=100 Wage (1990 US$)
1980 3.10 63.0 4,92
1981 3.35 69.5 4.82
1982 3.35 73.8 4.54
1983 3.35 76.2 4.40
1984 3.35 79.5 4.21
1985 3.35 82.3 4.07
1986 3.35 83.9 3.99
1987 3.35 86.9 3.86
1988 3.35 90.5 3.70
1989 3.35 94.9 3.53
1990 3.802 100.0 3.80
1991 4.25 104.2 4.08
1992 4.25 107.3 3.96
1993 4.25 110.6 3.84
1994 4.25 113.4 3.75
1995 4.25 116.6 3.64
1996 4.382 120.0 3.65
1997 4.882 122.8 3.97
1998 5.15 124.7 4.13
1999 5.15 126.5° 4.07

Note 2= weighted average due to mid-year change in the minimum wage rate.

b = based on 6-month average. CPI-U (1990=100) is the consumer price index for
all urban consumers (1982-84=100), rebased to 1990 equal 100.

Source: U.S. Department of Labor.

A recent study by the Economic Policy Indtitute® found that 11.8 million workers (10.1 percent of the
workforce) would receive an increase in thair hourly wage rate if the federal minimum wage were raised
from its current level of US$5.15 per hour to US$6.15. Workersdirectly affected by such anincreasein
the minimum wage (i.e., workerswhose earnings are between their state’ s current minimum and US$6.15)
would be mostly female (59.2 percent) and adults age 20 or older (72 percent) who work 35 or more
hours aweek (48.2 percent) in nonunion jobs (95.6 percent) in retail trade (43.7 percent). In an earlier
study,’ the Economic Policy Ingtitute found that 9.9 million workers (8.9 percent of the workforce) would
benfit from an increase in the federd hourly minimum wage from US$4.25 to US$5.15 over the period
October 1995-September 1996 (the phase-in period of the last increase); the demographic effects of the
increase were Smilar to those found in the more recent study.

6 See Jared Bernstein, “The Next Step: The New Minimum Wage Proposal and the Old Opposition,” EPI Issue Brief,
Number 130 (Washington: Economic Policy Institute, April 27, 1999), p. 1.

7 See Jared Bernstein, “America’s Well-Targeted Raise: Data Show Benefits of Minimum Wage Increase Going to
Workers Who Need It Most,” EPI Issue Brief, Number 118 (Washington: Economic Policy I nstitute, September 2, 1997),

p. 1.
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Regarding the appard industry, three states (California, New Jersey, and New York) have legidation
providing for civil pendtiesin the event of labor law violations.

The Commonwedth of the Northern Mariana Idands (CNMI) isa U.S. territory which has control of its
own immigration and minimumwage palicies® The minimum wage under CNMI law is currently US$3.05
anhour. AccordingtotheU.S. Department of Commerce, the CNMI annudly shipsabout abillion dollars
worthof appard to the United States duty- and quota-freewhich may bear a“Madein USA” label. About
91 percent of dl private sector jobsin the CNMI are held by temporary dien workers (mainly from China,
the Philippines, Bangladesh, and Sri Lanka). Approximately 15,000 aien workers (about afourth of the
idands tota population) are employed in the idands 31 garment factories, which are dmost entirely
dependent on dien workers and where there have been frequent alegations of sweatshop working
conditions and sub-standard housing. Alien workersin the CNMI, who usudly must pay substantial fees
to middlemen to secureajob inthe CNMI, areindentured because they arein theterritory soldly by virtue
of their employment contract with a specific employer who isin control of the duration of the stay of the
aien worker. Generdly when an dien worker’s contract is terminated, the employee must leave the
CNMI. Loca employersareforbidden by CNMI law from paying aien workers more than that stipulated
inther origind contract, whichisusudly, or very closeto, the CNMI minimumwage. Theprevailingwage
for production workers in the CNMI apparel industry is closeto theidands minimum wage of US$3.05
an hour since the industry’s production lines are staffed dmogt entirely by an unlimited supply of dien
contract workers. The Adminigtration supports U.S. legidation which would ultimately apply federa
immigration and minimum wage lawsto theidands

8 This paragraph is based on information from U.S. Department of Interior, “Federal-CNMI Initiative on Labor,
Immigration, and Law Enforcement in the Commonwealth of the Northern Marianalslands: Fourth Annual Report 1998,”
Office of Insular Affairs, Washington, December 30, 1998.
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Hourly Minimum Wage Ratesfor Statesand Other Jurisdictions of the United States

Current Federal Rate Established by the Federal Fair L abor Standards Act : US$5.15

States and Jurisdictions with Rate Above the Federal Rate:

Alaska US$5.65 [set at 50¢ above the federal rate]

Cdlifornia 5.75

Connecticut 5.65 [if fed rate$state rate, set at 1.005 times the federal rate; US$6.15 beginning 01/01/00]
Delaware 5.65 [US$6.15 beginning 10/1/00]

District of Columbia 6.15 [set at US$1.00 above the federal rate]

Hawaii 5.25 [employee with guaranteed compensation of US$1,200 amonth is exempt]
Massachusetts 5.25  [US$6.00 beginning 01/01/00; US$6.75 beginning 01/01/01]

Oregon 6.50

Rhode Island 5.65

Vermont 5.25 [US$5.75 beginning 10/01/99]

Washington 5.70 [US$6.50 beginning 01/01/00; indexed rate beginning 01/01/01]

States and Jurisdictions with Rate Equal to the Federal Rate:

Arkansas Nebraska

Colorado Nevada

Guam New Hampshire

Idaho New Jersey

Illinois North Carolina

Indiana North Dakota

lowa Oklahoma [Us$2.00 less than 10 employees or annual gross sales under US$100,000]
Kentucky Pennsylvania
Maine South Dakota

Maryland Utah

Michigan Virginia

Minnesota [US$4.90 annual receipts less than US$500,000] West Virginia

Missouri Wisconsin

Montana [US$4.00 gross annual sales less than US$110,000]

States and Jurisdictions with Rate Below the Federal Rate:

Georgia US$3.25

Kansas 2.65

New Mexico 4.25

New York 4.25

Ohio 4.25 [US$2.80 annual sales under US$150,000; US$3.35 annual sales of US$150,000 to US$500,000]

Puerto Rico 3.61-5.15 [at least 70 percent of the higher of federal or mandatory-decree rate; exemption may be granted]
Texas 3.35

Virgin Islands 4.65 [US$4.30 annual receipts under US$150,000]

Wyoming 1.60

States and Jurisdictions with No Minimum Wage L aw:

Alabama Mississippi
Arizona South Carolina
Florida Tennessee
Louisiana

Source: U.S. Department of Labor web site: <http://www.dol.gov/dol/esa/public/minwage/america.htm>, extracted October 8, 1999.
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PREVAILING OR AVERAGE WAGE

The table below presents establishment datafrom the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics on nomind and redl
(adjusted for inflation) average hourly earnings (gross hourly earnings or pay for time worked) of
production workers in manufacturing (SIC 20-39); appard and other textile products (SIC 23);
footwear—except rubber (SIC 314); and rubber and plastics footwear (SIC 302), for the period 1990
1998. The average weekly hours for production workers over this period were 41.4 in manufacturing,
37.1inapparel, 37.0 in nonrubber footwear, and 41.2 in rubber footwear.

Average Hourly Earningsof Production Workersin All Manufacturing, Apparel, and Footwear | ndustries, 1990-98

------- Nominal Wages (current US$)-------- ----------Real Wages (1990 US$)------------

Manufac- Leather Rubber Manufac- Leather Rubber
Year turing Apparel Footwear Footwear turing Apparel Footwear Footwear
1990 10.83 6.57 6.61 6.66 10.83 6.57 6.61 6.66
1991 11.18 6.77 6.80 6.87 10.73 6.50 6.53 6.59
1992 11.46 6.95 7.02 7.21 10.68 6.47 6.54 6.72
1993 11.74 7.09 7.20 7.59 10.62 6.41 6.51 6.87
1994 12.07 7.34 7.48 7.81 10.64 6.47 6.60 6.89
1995 12.37 7.64 7.67 8.44 10.61 6.55 6.58 7.24
1996 12.77 7.96 8.09 9.13 10.64 6.63 6.74 7.61
1997 13.17 8.25 8.49 9.71 10.72 6.72 6.91 7.91
1998 13.49 8.52 8.93 10.06 10.82 6.83 7.16 8.07

Note Current dollar earnings are converted to 1990 dollars using the consumer price index for all urban consumers
(CPI-U), rebased to 1990=100.

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics; national employment, hours, and earnings; nonfarm payroll statistics from
the National Current Employment Statistics (establishment based).

NON-WAGE BENEFITS

U.S. employers must enrall their employees in the following four non-wage benefit programs. (1) socia
security insurance, begun in 1935, provides old age, disability, and death (survivor) benefits, covered
employees contribute 6.2 percent of earnings and employers contribute 6.2 percent of payroll; (2)
medicare, which wasfirgt enacted in 1965 as health insurance for the aged and then was expanded in 1972
to include hedlth insurancefor the disabled, isfunded in equa amounts (1.45 percent of pay) by employees
and employerswhilethegovernment coversthecost of hospitalization for certain non-insured aged persons,
(3) work injury or workers' compensation, begun at thefederd leve in 1908 covering federd employees,
isacompulsory insurance programin al but three states, whereit isvoluntary; the employer paysdl costs
based onrisk leve (average cost is 2.05 percent of payroll), except in afew states where empl oyees pay
anomina amount; and (4) unemployment insurance, initiated in 1935, is a compulsory joint federd-state
program that is funded entirdly by employers with a contribution of 0.8 percent of taxable payrall to the
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federal program and a contribution ranging from 0-10 percent of taxable payroll to the state program.®

To gauge the vaue of benefits provided to production workers in the manufacturing sector, hourly
compensation can be examined in terms of itscomponents: hourly direct pay and employer socia insurance
expenditures and other [abor taxes. Hourly direct pay includes dl payments made directly to the worker,
before payrall deductions of any kind, and conssts of pay for time worked (hourly earnings, i.e., basic
straight-time and piece rates plus overtime premiums, shift differentials, other premiums and bonuses paid
regularly each pay period, and cost-of-living adjustments) and other direct pay (pay for time not worked
such as vacations, holidays, and other leave except sick leave; seasona or irregular bonuses and other
specid payments, selected socid alowances, and the cost of payments in kind). Social insurance
expenditures and other labor taxes include employer expendituresfor legdly required insurance programs
(socid security, medicare, and workers compensation) and contractual and private benefit plans
(retirement and disability pensons, hedlth insurance, income guarantee insurance and sick leave, life and
accident insurance, occupationd injury and illness compensation, unemployment insurance, and family
alowances).

Based on data fromthe Bureau of Labor Statistics,'° total hourly compensation for production workersin
U.S. manufacturing in 1997 was US$18.24, consisting of US$14.34 (or 78.6 percent) hourly direct pay
and US$3.90 (21.4 percent) employer socia insurance expenditures and other |abor taxes. Hourly direct
pay included US$13.17 pay for timeworked and US$1.17 other direct pay for timenot worked (vacations
and holidays). Hourly compensation costs reflect the cost to the employer of employing aworker; some
non-wage benefits provided by employers are deferred benefits to workers and do not immediately
augment a worker’s overdl income. From the worker’s standpoint, hourly direct pay does not reflect
required deductions for state and federd income taxes and employee contributions for socia security and
medicare or voluntary deductions for hedlth insurance, savings and retirement plans, union dues, or other
payroll deductions. Clearly, compensation costs vary by industry, occupationa group, region,
establishment sze, and worker characteristics (bargaining status and full-/part-time status).

Other andyses of totd compensation in the United States find that the costs and variety of employee
benefitshave expanded cons derably and the proportion of employer compensation costshasshifted dightly
away from wages and towards hedlth and life insurance, retirement plans, and legdly required benefits.

9social Security Administration, Social Security Programs Throughout theWorld-1997 (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, August, 1997), pp. 373-376.

10 Hourly Compensation Costs for Production Workers in Manufacturing, 29 Countries or Areas, 40 Manufacturing
Industries, 1975 and 1986-97,” unpublished data, prepared by the Office of Productivity and Technology, Bureau of
Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, Washington, DC, May 24, 1999.

. see William J. Wiatrowski, “ Tracki ng Changesin Benefit Costs,” Compensation and Working Conditions on Line,

vol. 4, no. 1(Spring 1999), <http://stats.bls.gov/opub/cwc/cwechome.htm>. Seeal so, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employer
Costsfor Employee Compensation, 1986-98, Bulletin 2508 (Washington: U.S. Department of Labor, December 1998).
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Specificdly, trendsin U.S. employee compensation over the period 1966-98 include adeclinein the share
of compensation accounted for by cash payments—primarily in straight-time and overtime pay—to
workers (about 10 percent), relatively stable compensation sharesfor retirement plans, larger increasesin
the share of compensation accounted for by hedlth care and disability benefits, and anincreasing share of
compensation accounted for by legdly required benefits (socia security and medicare, unemployment
insurance and workers compensation) with increases in socia security costs accounting for most of the
increase. Thefollowing table presents the percentage of total employer compensation costs by the mgor
components of compensation for production and related (blue collar) workers in private manufacturing
establishmentsin 1966 and 1998:

Compensation Item 1966 1998
Total Compensation 1000 100.0
Wages and salaries 7.7 66.2
Benefits 225 338
Paid leave 58 6.7
Supplemental pay 53 52
Insurance 28 8.6
Retirement 26 34
Legaly required 58 9.6
Other 0.2 04

Other mgjor federd or state benefit programsin the form of cash transfers, non-cash transfers, or income
tax reductions which are availableto workers subject to an incometes, include Temporary Assistancefor
Needy Families (TANF),*2 Food Stamps, and the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). Participation of
digible low-income families in the EITC is subgtantidly higher than in the TANF and Food Stamps
programs.

Only familiesthat work are digiblefor the EITC and theamount of the credit depends on the family’ slabor
market earnings.®® 1N 1998, for every dollar alow-incomeworker earned up to an established limit brought
as much as 40 centsin added compensation in the form of an income tax credit. The amount of the credit
rises with earnings up to amaximum credit of US$2,271 for a family with one child and US$3,756 for a
family with two or more children. The credit isflat for arange of earnings and then is phased out. About
80 percent of EITC payments offset individua income, socia security, and other federa taxes borne by
families recaiving the credit.

12 prior to TANF, the cash assistance program to familieswas called Aid to Dependent Children (1936-1962) and Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (1962-1996). Under the welfare reform law, the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), the program became TANF. For moreinformation on thisand other
support programs, see the web site of the Department of Health and Human Services' Administration for Children and
Families: <http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/programs/opa/facts/majorpr.htm>.

18 Theinformation presented in this paragraph and the next are based on results presented in The Council of Economic
Advisers,Good Newsfor Low Income Families: Expansionsin the Earned Income Tax Credit and the Minimum Wage
(Washington: Council of Economic Advisers, December 1998). This report is available on the Council of Economic
Advisers web site: <http://www1.whitehouse.gov/WH/EOP/CEA/html/whitepapers.html>.
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A study by the Council of Economic Advisers found that the EITC has been one of the most successful
programs for fighting poverty and encouraging work. According to the Council’s study, the EITC was
respongblein 1997 for lifting more than 4 million persons out of poverty, reducing the number of children
living in poverty by 2.2 million, and helping to increase single mothers' labor force participation. The
Council found that the combined effects of the minimum wage and the EITC have dramaticaly increased
the returns to work for families with children: between 1993 and

1997, families with one child and one income earner who worked full-time at the minimum weage (i.e,
US$4.72in 1993 and US$5.15in 1997, in 1997 dollars) experienced a 14 percent (US$1,402) increase
in their income, &fter inflation, due to the two poalicies, families in Smilar economic conditions with two
children redlized a 27 percent (US$2,761) increase in their income.

ASSESSING BASIC NEEDS: THE POVERTY LINE

The officid measure of poverty inthe United Stateswas devel oped in the early 1960sby Mallie Orshansky
of the Socid Security Administration.’* The origind measure provided a range of income cutoffs
(thresholds) which were adjusted for family size, sex of family head, number of children under the age of
18, and farm/non-farm residence. The foundation of the poverty definition was the Department of
Agriculture' s economy food plan (i.e, the least codtly of four nutritiondly adequate food plans designed
by the Department). Poverty thresholds for families of three or more persons were st at three times the
cost of the economy food plan, based on the findings of a1955 Department of Agriculture household food
consumption survey that families of three or more persons spent approximately one-third of their after-tax
money income on food.”® In 1969, this poverty measure, with some dight modifications,*® became the
officid definition of poverty for satistical use by U.S. government agencies’” Three modificationsin the

14 see U.S. Census Bureau, “Definition of Income and Poverty Terms—Poverty Definition,” on the web site:
<http://www.census.gov/hhes/income/defs/poverty.html>. See also, Joseph Dalaker and Mary Naifeh, Poverty in the
United States: 1997, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P60-201 (Washington: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1998), p. A2, which is also available on the Internet at
<http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/povty97.html>.

B sincesmallerlivi ngunitsfacerelatively larger fixed expenses, different procedureswere used to set thresholdsfor one-
and two-person units: for two-person families, the cost of the economy food plan was multiplied by a factor of 3.7
(derived fromthe 1955 survey); andfor unrelated individual s, afixed proportion of thethreshold for thetwo-person units
was used.

16 Prior to 1969, annual updates of the Social Security Administration poverty thresholds were made based on price
changes of items in the economy food plan. Maodifications introduced in 1969 based annual adjustments in the
thresholds on changes in the consumer price index, and set thefarmthresholdsat 85 percent (previously 70 percent) on
the corresponding non-farm thresholds. See Joseph Dalaker and Mary Naifeh, Poverty in the United States: 1997, U.S.
Bureau of the Census, Current Popul ation Reports, Series P60-201 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1998),
p. AS.

17 See Bureau of the Budget Circular No. A-46 of 1969; and subsequent Office of Management and Budget Statistical
Policy Directive No. 14, “Definition of Poverty for Statistical Purposes,” May 1978.
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“offiad” poverty definition were introduced in 1981: separate thresholds for farm families and for type of
household head were eliminated, and the detailed poverty threshold matrix was extended to make the
largest family size category “nine persons or more.”

The U.S. Census Bureau has the respongbility of publishing the officid annua poverty gatistics on the
number and proportion of the poor. The Census Bureau compares the poverty thresholds to estimates of
families cashincome (including cash government benefits such aswelfare cash payments, but not near-cash
or in-kind benefits) before taxes based on information from the March Current Population Survey.*® The
poverty thresholds are increased each year by the same percentage as the annua average change in the
consumer priceindex for al urban consumers (CPI-U).X° Thus, the poverty threshol ds represent the same
purchasang power as in the year (1963) for which they were originaly developed. The table below
presents the average poverty thresholds by size of family unit for 1995-1998.

Average Poverty Thresholds by Size of Family Unit, 1995-98

(in current US$)
Size of Family Unit 1995 1996 1997 1998
1 person (unrelated individuals) 7,763 7,995 8,183 8,316
Under 65 years 7,929 8,163 8,350 8,480
65 years and over 7,309 7,525 7,698 7,818
2 persons 9,933 10,233 10,473 10,634
Householder under 65 years 10,259 10,564 10,805 10,972
Householder 65 years and over 9,219 9,491 9,712 9,862
3 persons 12,158 12,516 12,802 13,003
4 persons 15,569 16,036 16,400 16,660
5 persons 18,408 18,952 19,380 19,680
6 persons 20,804 21,389 21,886 22,228
7 persons 23,552 24,268 24,802 25,257
8 persons 26,237 27,091 27,593 28,166
9 persons or more 31,280 31,971 32,566 33,339

Notes: For each size of family unit, the weighted average poverty threshold is given. Unrelated individuals are persons
living alone or with non-relatives only.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau web site: <http://www.census.gov/hhes/poverty/threshld.html>.

In addition to the poverty thresholds published annudly by the Census Bureau, the Department of Health

18 The official poverty statistics are based upon data from the Current Population Survey which does not interview
personsin Puerto Rico, thusthoseliving there are excluded from the official poverty statistics. The Current Population
Survey is a household survey and thus persons who are homeless and not living in shelters are not included in the
poverty statistics; also excluded are armed forces personnel living on military bases.

¥ ThecPI-U price deflator, introduced in 1983, uses a rental -equivalence rather than an asset approach to measuring
thevalue of housing and resultsinlower poverty ratesthan one based on an asset-based price deflator. Anexperimental
price deflator (CPI-U-X1) was devel oped by the Bureau of Labor Statistics as a measure of the all-itemsindex using an
estimate of rental equivalence from 1967-82.
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and Human Services issues annud poverty guidelines—which are a smplified verson of the poverty
thresholds—for usein administering and determining the digibility for certain federd programs(eg., Heed
Start, Food Stamp Program, Nationa School Lunch Program, and Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Program). Poverty guiddines gpply to the year that they areissued and only reflect price changes through
the prior year (i.e., the Department of Hedlth and Human Services poverty guiddinesissued in agiven year
are gpproximately equa to the Census Bureau' s poverty threshold for the prior year).

In September 1998, the U.S. Census Bureau reported® that the number of poor people in the United
States in 1997 was 35.6 million (or 13.3 percent of the population). The 1997 poverty rate was not
datigticaly different from the pre-recessionary rate in 1989. Red (inflation-adjusted) median household
income was US$37,005 in 1997, not statigtically different from its 1989 pre-recessionary pesk of
US$37,303. 1n 1997, 41 percent of the poor, or 14.6 million people, were“ severdly poor,” thet is, they
had atotd family incomelessthan one-haf of their poverty threshold. In addition, therewere 12.3 million
people who were “near poor,” that is, their income was 100-125 percent of their poverty threshold.
Further, theincome deficit of familiesin poverty (i.e, thedollar difference between the family’ sincome and
its poverty threshold) averaged US$6,602 in 1997. In many ways, poverty is inherently a household (or
family) concept, since household (family) members share most common consumption expenditures
(induding shdlter) and dso usudly pool income for the common welfare. The table below presents the
poverty status of people in the United States by family relationship? over the period 1989-1997.

Poverty Status of Peoplein the United States by Family Relationship, 1989-1997
(numbers in thousands; people as of March the following year)

----------- All People People in Families ----UnrelatedIndividuals--
---------- All Families--------  --Female Head/No Husband--
Below Poverty Below Poverty Below Poverty Below
Poverty
Level Level Level Level
Year Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total Number Percent Total NumberP

ercent
1997 268,480 35,5574 13.3 225,369 26,217 11.6 38,412 13,494 35.1 41,672 8,687 20.8
1996 266,218 36,529 13.7 223,955 27,376 12.2 38,584 13,796 35.8 40,727 8,452 20.8
1995 263,733 36,425 13.8 222,792 27,501 12.3 38,908 14,205 36.5 39,484 8,247 20.9

20 Joseph Dalaker and Mary Naifeh, Poverty in the United States: 1997, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population
Reports, Series P60-201 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1998). Subsequent to the drafting of thisstudy,
the U.S. Bureau of the Censusrel eased poverty and income statisticsfor 1998; see Joseph Dalaker, Povertyin the United
States: 1998, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P60-207 (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1999) issued in September 1999 and available on the Bureau of the Census web site at:
<http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/povty98.html>.

2L Theterm“fami ly” refersto agroup of two or more personsrelated by birth, marriage, or adoption who residetogether;
all such persons are considered as members of one family. Two or more people living in the same household who are
related to one another, but are not rel ated to the househol der (head of household), form an “unrelated subfamily.” Since
1980, “unrelated subfamilies” have been excluded from the count of familiesand family membersand have been reported
separately from “peoplein families’” and “unrelated individuals.”

[1-179



1994 261,616 38,059 145 221,430 28,985 13.1 37,253 14,380 38.6 38,538 8,287 21.5
1993 259,278 39,265 15.1 219,489 29,927 13.6 37,861 14,636 38.7 38,038 8,388 22.1
1992 256,549 38,014 14.8 217,936 28,961 13.3 36,446 14,205 39.0 36,842 8,075 21.9
1991 251,179 35,708 14.2 212,716 27,143 12.8 34,790 13,824 39.7 36,839 7,773 21.1
1990 248,644 33,585 13.5 210,967 25,232 12.0 33,795 12,578 37.2 36,056 7,446 20.7
1989 245,992 31,528 12.8 209,515 24,066 11.5 32,525 11,668 35.9 35,185 6,760 19.2

Source: Joseph Dalaker and Mary Naifeh, Poverty inthe United States: 1997, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series
P60-201 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1998), Table C-1, p. C2.

The poverty rate varies by age, race and ethnicity, work experience, family relationship and compostion,
naivity, and region of the country, among others. In 1997, for example, it was 19.9 percent for al children
under 18 years of age, 10.9 percent for adults 18 to 64 years of age, and 10.5 percent for persons age 65
and over. Personsin families (poverty rate of 11.6 percent) werelesslikely to be poor in 1997 than those
in unrelated subfamilies (poverty rate of 46.5 percent) or unreated individuas (poverty rate of 20.8
percent). Whilethe poverty ratefor whiteswas 11.0 percentin 1997, it was 26.5 percent for blacks, 27.1
percent for those of Hispanic origin, and 14.0 percent for those of Asan and Pacific Idander origin. The
poverty rateinsde centra cities of metropolitan areaswas 18.8 percent in 1997, compared to arate of 9.0
percent for persons indgde metropolitan areas but outsde centrd cities.

In the early 1980s, the Census Bureau began examining how government noncash benefits affect poverty
and how taxes affect measurement of the income distribution. The 1997 Census poverty report provides
estimates of poverty rates based on a number of aternative definitions of income gpplied to the same
unchanged set of poverty thresholds. For example, usng an dternative definition of income which more
closaly approaches the notion of digposableincome and adds the value of means-tested noncash transfers
(e.g., food stamps, housing, and medicaid) to net post-tax cash income from private and government
sectors, the report found that the poverty rate would be 10.0 percent (or 26.9 million poor people) in
1997.2 As of 1999, the Census Bureau is no longer publishing those aternative-income-definition
figures?

Likeother important economicindicators, poverty thresholdsare eval uated periodically to determineif they
are dtill serving their intended purpose and whether they can beimproved. At the request of Congress, the
National Research Council of the Nationa Academy of Sciences (NAYS) established a Panel on Poverty
and Family Assistance to address concerns about weaknesses in the current officia poverty measure for

22 See Joseph Dalaker and Mary Naifeh (eds.), Poverty inthe United States: 1997, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current
Population Reports, Series P60-201 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1998), pp. xiii and B1-B3.

23 For estimates of poverty based on aset of consistent changes applied to both theincome definitions and the poverty
thresholds, see Kathleen Short, Thesia Garner, David Johnson, and Patricia Doyle, Experimental Poverty Measures:
1990 to 1997, U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Reports, Consumer Income, Series P60-205 (Washington: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1999).
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the United States. The pand’ s report,?* issued in the Spring of 1995, made severa obsarvations on the
weeknesses in the definition of the thresholds and income used in the current measure and proposed that
(@ officid U.S. poverty thresholds should represent a dollar amount for food, clothing, and shelter
(induding utilities), and a smal additiona amount to alow for other common, everyday needs (eg.,
household supplies, persond care, and nonwork-related trangportation), based on areference family type
(two adults and two children) usng Consumer Expenditure Survey data, adjusted for family size and
compositionand for geographica differencesin the cost of housing; (b) family resources should be defined
as money income from al sources, plus the value of near-money benefits that are available to buy goods
and services (eg., food stamps, subsidized housing, school lunches, and home energy assstance), and
minus expenses that divert money from the purchase of goods and services (e.g., income taxes, socia
security payroll taxes, child care and other work-related expenses, child support payments to another
household, and household contributions toward the costs of medica care and hedlth insurance premiums);
and (c) the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) should replace the March income
supplement to the Current Population Survey (CPS) and become the basisfor officid income and poverty
datisticsand that the Consumer Expenditure Survey should be used to improve poverty measurement. The
U.S. Census Bureau rel eased areport? in June 1999 which providesinformation regarding theimplications
of many of theNAS pand’ srecommendations, but makes no recommendations on which new approaches
should be adopted.

For several decades, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BL S) hasdevel oped operationd  definitions and
conducted studies of low-wage workers and the “working poor,” using the same data used by the Census
Bureauin their poverty reports. In 1987, BLS modified the definition of low-wage workersthat had been
used in prior studies of labor market hardship faced by low-wage workers (full-time, year-round workers
whose yearly earningsfel below the federa minimum hourly wage multiplied by 2,000) to take account of
the fact that many of theworking poor faced unemployment and adeclining real minimumwage.® Thenew
definition adopted by BL S for low-wage workers was for persons who worked or sought work for 27
weeks or more during the year and whose average weekly earnings fell below the 1967-87 average
minimum wage, adjusted for inflation, and multiplied by 40 (i.e., 240 hour workweek). If alow-wage
worker’sincome fell below the poverty line, the worker was termed “working poor.”

24 Constance F. Citro and Robert T. Michael, Measuring Poverty: A New Approach (Washington: National Academy
Press, 1995), p. 11.

25 K athleen Short, Thesia Garner, David Johnson, and Patricia Doyle, Experimental Poverty Measures. 1990 to 1997,
U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Reports, Consumer Income, Series P60-205 (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1999).

%6 See Bruce W. Kleinand Philip L. Rones, “A Profile of the Working Poor,” Monthly Labor Review (October 1989), pp.
3-13.
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The most recent BLS andysis examined the working poor in 1996.2” The U.S. Bureau of the Census
reported that 36.5 million persons (or 13.7 percent of the population) lived at or below the officid poverty
leve in 1996. Although most of the Nation's poor were children and adults who were not in the labor
force, 1in5 (or 7.4 million persons) were classified as working poor who had spent at least 27 weeksin
the labor force working or looking for work, but whose income fell below the officid poverty threshold.
The poverty rate for al personsin the labor force for at least 27 weeks was 5.8 percent in 1996. The
mgority of the working poor (58 percent) worked full-time. Among persons in the labor force for 27
weeksor more, the poverty ratefor those employed full-timewas 4.1 percent compared with 12.4 percent
for part-time workers.

During 1996, nearly three-fourths of the working poor who worked during the year were employedin one
of the following three occupationd groups. service, technical, sdes, and administrative support; and
operators, fabricators and laborers; the poverty rates for these occupational groups were 12.3, 4.3, and
7.8 percent, respectively. Although thetotal number of men in these occupations outnumbered women by
3 to 1, the poverty rate for women was 3 percentage points higher (10.1 versus 7.1 percent). Smilarly,
while three-fourths of the working poor in these occupations were white, their poverty rate was 4.5
percentage points lower than that for blacks (7.1 versus 11. 6 percent).

By indugtrid divison,? about 92 percent of the working poor who worked during 1996 were employed
in services (34.3 percent), wholesale and retail trade (31.7 percent), manufacturing (10.6 percent),
construction (9.1 percent), or agriculture (6.2 percent). For theworking poor in manufacturing (748,000),
about half were employed in the production of durable goods and half employed in the production of
nondurable goods. Over hdf of the working poor employed in nondurable goods production were
employedintheapparel (108,000) or thefood and kindred products (96,000) industries. Thepoverty rate
for workersin the labor force for 27 weeks or more and with work experiencein the gppard industry was
10.7 percent in 1996, over three-timesthat for al manufacturing (3.5 percent) and about twice that for all
indudtries (5.5 percent); the corresponding poverty rate for those in the footwear, excluding rubber and
plagtic industry was 1.3 percent (1,000 workers under the poverty line) and for those in the other rubber
products, plastics, footwear, and belting industry was 2.0 percent (or 4,000 workers).

MEETING WORKERS NEEDS

In the United States, officid poverty lines, which are adjusted annualy for inflation, establish income
thresholdsthat indicatealeve of income below which may beinsufficent to meet the basic needs of persons

%7 See SamanthaQuan, A Profile of the Working Poor, 1996, Report 918 (Washington: Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S.
Department of Labor, December 1997).

2 Thisdiscussion isbased upon an unpublished tabulation, “ Persons with work experience during the year by detailed

industry of longest job held and poverty status, CPS March Supplement 1997,” provided by the U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics.
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inafamily of agiventypeand size. Living wage proponents often use the poverty thresholds asafloor in
developing proposed living wage levels, i.e., an income that meets basic needs plus somemore. Theissue
is how much more?

The table on the next page compares over the period 1966 to 1998 the annual earnings of a hypothetica
worker employed at the federa minimum wage rate (without vacations or overtime for a 8-hour day for
52 weeks) with the annua poverty thresholdsfor families of Sze oneto four persons as established by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census. In ten out of the fourteen years between 1966 and 1979, annua earnings at
the established federa minimum rate exceeded the poverty threshold for afamily of three persons; in the
four other years (1966, 1972-73, and 1977), it exceeded the poverty threshold for afamily of two. Over
the period 1980 to 1984, annua minimum wage earnings exceeded the poverty threshold for two-person
families. From 1985 to 1996, annua
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Minimum Wage Earnings and Poverty Thresholds by Family Size, 1966-1998
(in current US$)

Minimum  Minimum ---Annual Poverty Threshold for Family of-----
Wage Wage One Two Three Four
Year Hourly Annually* Person Persons Persons Persons
1966 125 2,600 1,628 2,107 2,688 3317
1967 140 2912 1,675 2,166 2,681 3410
1968 1.60 3328 1,748 2,262 2,774 3,553
1969 1.60 3328 1,840 2,383 2,924 3,743
1970 1.60 3328 1,954 2,625 3,099 3,968
1971 160 3328 2,040 2,633 3,229 4137
1972 160 3328 2,109 2,724 3,339 4,275
1973 160 3328 2,247 2,895 3,546 4540
1974 2.00 4,160 2,495 3211 3,936 5,036
1975 210 4,368 2,724 3,608 4,293 5,500
1976 230 4,784 2,684 3711 4,640 5815
1977 230 4,784 3,075 3,951 4,833 6,191
1978 2.65 5512 3311 4,249 5,201 6,562
1979 290 6,032 3,689 4,725 5784 7412
1980 3.10 6,448 4,190 5,363 6,565 8414
1981 335 6,968 4,620 5917 7,260 9,287
1982 335 6,968 4,901 6,281 7,693 9,862
1983 335 6,968 5,061 6,483 7,938 10,178
1984 335 6,968 5278 6,762 8,277 10,609
1985 335 6,968 5,469 6,998 8573 10,989
1986 335 6,968 5572 7,138 8,737 11,203
1987 335 6,968 5778 7,397 9,058 11,611
1988 335 6,968 6,022 7,704 9,436 12,002
1989 335 6,968 6,310 8,076 9,885 12,674
1990 380 7,904 6,652 8,509 10,418 13,359
1991 4.25 8,840 6,932 8,865 10,860 13924
1992 425 8,840 7,143 9,137 11,188 14,335
1993 425 8,840 7,363 9414 11522 14,763
1994 425 8,840 7547 9,551 11,621 15,141
1995 425 8,840 7,763 9,933 12,158 15,569
199 475 9,880 7,995 10,233 12516 16,036
1997 515 10,712 8,183 10473 12,802 16,400
1998 515 10,712 8,316 10,634 13,003 16,660

Note: * an extreme upper bound which assumes a person works at the hourly minimum wage 8 hours
aday, 5 days aweek for 52 weeks with no overtime or vacations, i.e., atotal of 2080 hoursayear.
Sources: U.S. Department of Labor, Wage and Hour Division; U.S. Census Bureau.
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minimum wage earnings exceeded only the poverty threshold for one person. With the increase in the
minmumwagein 1997, annud earningsa the minimum wage level now again exceed the poverty threshold
for atwo-person family.

Another way to view the poverty thresholdsisto examine thefull-time hourly wage rates needed to exceed
them and how those wage rates compare to the minimum wage. The table below presents such a
comparison for the 1997 and 1998 poverty thresholds.

Edgtimated Hourly Wage of a Full-TimeWorker at the Poverty Threshold, by Family Size, 1997-98

Family 1997 Poverty Hourly Minimum 1998 Poverty Hourly Minimum
Size Threshold Wage Wages Threshold Wage _Wages
1 US$8,183 US$4.10 0.80 US$8,316 US$4.16  0.81
2 10,473 5.24 1.02 10,634 5.32 1.03
3 12,802 6.41 1.24 13,003 6.50 1.26
4 16,400 820 1.59 16,660 833 162
5 19,380 9.69 1.88 19,680 9.84 191
6 21,886 10.95 2.13 22,228 11.11 2.16
7 24,802 1241 241 25,257 12.63 245
8 27,593 13.80 2.68 28,166 14.08 273
9 or more 32,566 16.29 3.16 33,339 16.67 3.24

Note The hourly wage is estimated as the annual poverty threshold divided by 2000 hours (8 hours a day,
5 days a week, 50 weeks a year, assuming two-weeks time-off). Minimum wages is the estimated hourly wage
at the poverty threshold divided by the current federal minimum wage of US$5.15 per hour.

A recent OECD report? noted, “Severd OECD countries have experienced arise in earnings inequality
and/or awidening of the gap in income between richand poor over thelast decade or so. Thishasled to
aresurgence of interest in the links between employment growth, low pay and poverty.” The movement
to enact living wage proposasin the United States may have been motivated, in part, by the 12 percent
dedine in red average hourly earnings in the tota private nonagricultural economy between 1973 and
1997, and the 20 percent decrease in the real vaue of the U.S. minimum wage from 1979 to 1997.3
In many ways, the main arguments the early supporters gave for establishing minimum wage laws in the
United States during the early part of this century are very smilar to those of today’ s proponents of aliving
wage: a person working at a full-time job ought to be able to provide a decent standard of living for

29 Organization for Economic Cooperation and Devel opment (OECD), Employment Outlook, June 1998 (Paris OECD,
1998), p. 31.

30 Council of Economic Advisers, Economic Report of the President, 1999 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office, February 1999), Table B-47, p. 382.

s Organization for Economic Cooperation and Devel opment (OECD),EconomicOutl ook, June1998 (Paris: OECD, 1998),
p. 40.
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themsdves and ther family.

In the 1990s, the living wage movement in the United States has concentrated on municipd living wage
proposals that require private firms that are awarded large service contracts by a municipality or receive
substantia financia assistancein theform of grants, loans, tax abatements, or other economic devel opment
subsidies from a city or county government to pay a“living wage’ that is higher than current federd and
date minimum wage levels. In some cases, city government employees are dso covered by living wage
ordinances. Batimorewasthefirg city toimplement aliving wage ordinancefor service contractors, doing
so in 1994. Since then, over 20 other cities have enacted living wage ordinances and other cities are
considering similar proposals.® See the table bdlow for a summary of these initiatives.

Most of theliving wage ordinances establish adollar-leve threshold on contracts or subsidies covered and
in some cases explicitly specify the type of low-wage workers covered (eg., janitors, clerica, food
services, parking attendants, security, temporary workers, etc.). The wage levels mandated by these
municipal ordinances range from US$6.25 to US$10.75 an hour.

I In mogt cases, the level of the living wage isawage that would alow aworker to support afamily
(usudly of three or four) a or abovetheofficia U.S. poverty level. For example, Boston requires
awage of US$8.23 an hour (in 1998) which is the hourly pay rate that would yield an annud
income equd to the federd poverty linefor afamily of four.

In other cases, the living wage leve is set asamultiple of a poverty threshold for afamily of 3 or
4, or asamultiple of the federd minimum wage rate.

In most cases, the living wage isindexed to alocd price index to adjust for inflation.

Increasingly, living wage ordinances are incorporating additiond requirements to that of a living
wage, such as health benefits, vacation days, community hiring gods, public disclosure, community
advisory boards, environmental standards, and language that supports union organizing. For
example, some ordinances require firms to pay more (usualy about US$1 an hour more) if they
do not provide hedth insurance.

In addition to municipd legidative initiatives, anumber of groups have made living wage caculations for
various gates and cities within the United States. These groups include the Association of Community
Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN), National Priorities Project, JobsWith Justice, the LosAngeles

32 ACORN (Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now) web sites: <http://www.acorn.org> and
<http://www.livingwagecampaign.org>. For a more detailed account of the municipal living wage movements in the
United States, see Robert Pollin and Stephanie Luce, The Living Wage: Building a Fair Economy (New Y ork: TheNew
Press, 1998). See also, Selena Spain and Jean Wiley, “ The Living Wage Ordinance: A First Step in Reducing Poverty,”
Clearinghouse Review, Val. 32, Nos. 5-6 (September-October 1998), pp. 252-267.
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Living Wage Coadlition, the New Party, the Preamble Collaborative, the Peace and Justice Center, and
Wider Opportunities for Women (WOW). Estimates of living wages by these groups vary sgnificantly,
from US$7 to US$16 an hour.
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Hourly Living Wage Rates
for Employees of Certain Firms Receiving Public Service Contracts, Tax Abatements, and Other Subsidies from Cities
and Countiesin the United States

State and

City or County Date Rate and Coverage

Arkansas

Little Rock pending

Arizona

Tucson 1999 US$8.00—city minimum wage.

California

Hayward 1999 US$8.00 with health insurance, US$9.25 without health insurance; adjusted annually with an area cost of living index; includes 12 paid days off ayear—city
service contracts; also appliesto city employees.

Los Angeles 1997 US$7.25(1997), US$7.39 (1998), US$8.32 (1999) with healthinsurance; US$8.50 (1997), US$8.64 (1998), US$9.46 (1999) without healthinsurance; indexed
to the cost of living; includes 12-days paid vacation a year—city service contracts and subsidies.

Marin County pending

Oakland 1998 US$8.00 (1998), US$8.35 (1999) with health insurance; US$9.25 (1998), US$9.60 (1999) without health insurance; adjusted annually using the Bay Region
Consumer Price Index; includes 12 paid days off a year—city service contracts and subsidies.

Pasadena 1998 US$7.25 with health insurance, US$8.50 without health insurance—city service contracts; also applies to city employees.

San Jose 1998 US$9.50 with health insurance, US$10.75 without health insurance—city service contracts.

1991 union wage scale (prevailing wage ordinance)—city service contracts.

San Francisco pending

SantaClaraCounty 1995 US$10.00 plus health insurance-tax abatements and subsidies.

West Hollywood 1997 US$7.25 with health benefits, US$8.50 without health benefits—city service contracts.

Colorado

Denver pending US$7.73 (proposed)—city minimum wage and subsidies.

Connecticut

New Haven 1997 US$7.43 (wage equivalent to the poverty line for afamily of 4) to beincreased to 120% of the poverty line over 5 years; first consideration to community
hiring halls—city service contracts.

Elorida

Miami-Dade County 1999 US$8.56 with health insurance, US$9.81 without health insurance—city service contracts; also applies to county employees.

llinois

Chicago 1998 US$7.60—city service contracts.

Cook County 1998 US$7.60—city service contracts.

Indiana

Gary 1991 prevailing wage plus complete health care package-tax abatements and subsidies.

South Bend pending

lowa

Des Moines 1988; 1996  US$7.00 (1988) city-funded urban renewal projects; set goal of US$9.00, including benefits (1996).

Kansas

Manhattan pending

Louisiana

New Orleans pending US$1.00 higher than the federal rate (proposed)—city minimum wage.

Maryland

Baltimore 1994 US$6.10 (1994) increased in steps to US$7.70 (1998)—city service contracts.

Montgomery County pending US$9.00 with health benefits, US$10.44 without health benefits (proposed).

State of Maryland ~ pending US$6.60 (1996), US$7.10 (1997), US$7.70 (1998) for contract cleaners of the state-owned World Trade Center in Baltimore.

Massachusetts

Boston 1997;1998  US$7.49 (1997),US$8.23 (1998); poverty line for family of 4, indexed annually to the higher of 110% of state minimum wage or the adjusted poverty
guideline—ity service contracts, subsidies, and community hiring.

Cambridge 1999 US$10.00; indexed annually to area consumer price index—city service contracts; also includes city employees.

Hampshire County  pending US$7.00 with health benefits, US$8.50 without health benefits-all county employees (proposed).

Somerville 1999 US$8.35 (poverty guidelinesfor afamily of 4, adjusted annually in accordance with poverty guidelines)—city service contracts; al so coverscity employees.

Michigan

Detroit 1998 US$8.35 with health insurance (federal poverty line for family of 4), US$10.44 without health insurance (125% of federal poverty line)—city service
contracts and subsidies.

Minnesota

Duluth 1997 at least 90% of employees must be paid US$6.50 with health insurance or US$7.25 without health insurance-tax abatements and subsidies.

Minneapolis 1997 US$8.83 (1999); 110% of federal poverty line for afamily of 4, indexed for inflation; 60 percent of the jobs must go to city residents-tax abatements and
subsidies.

St. Paul 1997 US$8.03 with health insurance (100% of federal poverty line for afamily of 4; indexed for inflation) or US$8.83 without healthinsurance (110% of federal
poverty line for afamily of 4; indexed for inflation) in 1999; at |east 60% of the jobs must go to city residents—tax abatements and subsidies.

Missouri

St Louis pending US$6.25 (1997), US$6.50 (1998), US$6.75 (1999), and increases of US$0.15 per year thereafter (proposed)—city service contracts and subsidies.

Montana

Missoula pending US$8.00 (proposed)—municipal employees and workers whose employers get grants or other assistance from the city.
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Hourly Living Wage Rates

for Employees of Certain Firms Receiving Public Service Contracts, Tax Abatements, and Other Subsidies from Cities

State and
City or County

New Jersey
Hudson County

Jersey City

New Mexico
Albuquerque

New York
Albany County
Buffalo

New York City

North Carolina
Durham
Orange County

Ohio
Cleveland

Oregon
Multnomah County
Portland

Pennsylvania
Philadelphia
Pittsburgh

Texas
Austin
Dallas
Houston
San Antonio

Virginia
Alexandria

Washington
Spokane

Wisconsin
Dane County
Madison
Milwaukee

Milwaukee County

O
1=
©

1999
1996

pending

pending
pending
1996

1998
pending

pending

1998
1996; 1998

pending
pending

pending
pending
pending
1998

pending
pending
1999
1999
1995

1996
1997

and Countiesin the United States—continued

Rate and Coverage

US$7.73 (150% of federal minimum wage; must provide health insurance and one week paid vacation)—city service contracts.
US$7.50 plus vacation and health benefits—ity service contracts.

US$6.50 (proposed)—city minimum wage.

US$8.55 plus US$0.68-US$1.21 for health benefits (proposed)—city service contracts and subsidies.
US$8.50 (proposed)—city contractors and subcontractors.
“acceptable prevailing wage” determined by City Comptroller—city service contracts.

US$7.55 (minimum rate paid to Durham city employees)—city service contracts.
rate not yet proposed-service contracts and subsidies.

US$9.00 combined value of wage and benefit package, adjusted annually by the Consumer Price Index—city service contracts.
US$6.75 (1996), US$7.00 (1997), US$7.50 (1998), US$8.00 (1999), plus basic medical benefits (1998)—city service contracts.

US$7.90 (proposed)
US$7.73 (proposed)—city employees and service contractors.

US$6.50 (proposed)—city minimum wage.
US$9.27 for new services and non-durable-goods-manufacturing jobs and US$10.13 for new durable goods manufacturing jobs created as aresult of city
tax abatement and subsidies; at least 70 percent of such new jobs created must meet or exceed these pay requirements.

US$8.25 (proposed)—city minimum wage.

US$8.03 (federal poverty level for afamily of 4)—city service contracts and subsidies; also applies to county employees.

US$7.91 to beraised in 2-steps to 110% of federal poverty guidelines for family of 4 by January 1, 2001 and continuing thereafter—city service contracts
and subsidies; also covers city employees.

US$6.05 (1995); adjusted annually to poverty line for family of 3, currently US$6.67—certain city service contractors

US$7.70-all public school employees and contractors

US$6.25, indexed to wage increases of county employees—certain county service contractors

Note: Initiatives to increase the state minimum wage are not included in this table.
Sources ACORN (Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now) web sites, <http://www.livingwagecampaign.org> and <http://www.acorn.org>, and Robert Pollin and Stephanie
Luce, The Living Wage: Building a Fair Economy (New Y ork: The New Press, 1998), Appendix I1.
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